
Before the 
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

Washington, DC 

ln the Matter of: 
Request for Review or Waiver 
of the Decision of the 
Universal Service Administrator by 

Virgin Islands Depaitment of Education 
St. Thomas, VI 

Schools and Libraries Universal Service 
Support Mechanism 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) CC Docket No: 02-6 

) 
) File No. SLD- 927508 and 990686 
) 
) 

The Virgin Islands Department of Education (VIDOE) hereby appeals USAC's Decisions 

on Appeal in the above-captioned matter dated January 28, 20 15 .1 VJDOE respectfully requests 

that the Commission reverse USAC's decision not to fund FRN 2703615 and direct USAC to 

restore funding to FRN 2532405. 

Section 54.719(c) of the Commission 's rules provides that any party seeking a waiver of 

Commission rules must seek relief directly from the Commission.2 Accordingly, VIDOE 

hereby requests , in the alternative , that the Commission waive its rules and order USAC to take 

the action requested above. 

The issue is whether the price of eligible services was the primary factor in VIDOE's 

decision to contract with &Hine d/b/a Blackboard Engage ("Edline") for webhosting services. 

lt was. 

SUMMARY 

In its RFP for webhosting services, VI DOE informed vendors that the cost of eligible 

services would receive a maximum of 30 points, making it the highest weighted factor in 

VJDOE's contracting decision. After receiving thJ"ee proposals, VIDOE scored all of them, 

awarding a maximum of 30 points for the cost of eligible services. VlDOE stands by this 

assertion. 

1 See Exhibit A, USAC's Decisions on Appea l, and Exhibit B, VIDOE's Letter of Appeal to USAC. 

2 47 C.F.R. § 54.7 19(c). 



The crux of the problem is not what YrDOE did , but how VJDOE documented what it 

did. YIDOE's fatal mistake was combining the 30-point, eligible-services-cost category with 

the 15-point, ineligible-services-cost category on its evaluation form to create one, 40-point, cost 

category. This, according to USAC, made it impossible for it to determine whether the cost of 

the eligible services actually received the most points. USAC's real conclusion , therefore, was 

not that VIDOE failed to assign 30 points (the most points) to the cost of eligible services, but 

rather, that VIDOE's evidence was insufficient to prove it. We disagree. 

There was more than enough evidence for USAC to conclude that VIDOE assigned 

points to cost exactly the way its RFP for webhosting services said it would: 30 points for 

eligible services and 15 points for ineligible services. If USAC had looked at the forest instead 

of focusing laser-like on a single tree -- if it had considered all of the evidence instead of fixating 

on just one piece of it -- the outcome would have been completely different. Every piece of 

evidence that supported the common sense, more logical , and indeed correct conclus ion , USAC 

ignored. 

What USAC should have concluded was that the points in the combined cost column 

reflected the instructions that VIDOE gave to the evaluation committee in its webhosting RFP, 

which was to (1) assign a max imum of 30 points to each proposal's eligible services and no more 

than 15 points to its ineligible services; (2) add up the points; and (3) report the total number of 

points earned for eligible and ineligible services in a single category labeled "Cost." 

USAC made no mention, for example, of the eligible and ineligible services scoring 

information that VIDOE had included in its webhosting RFP. Whether this was an oversight or 

purposeful, we of course have no way of knowing. What we know for sure though is that by 

ignoring this compelling evidence, USAC freed itself from having to address an extremely 

important fact , one that supported a conclusion that was completely different from the one that 

USAC seemed intent on reaching. 

USAC ignored other relevant evidence too, such as the fact that the amount of ineligible 

services in each bid was relatively insigni ficant , and thus extremely unlikely, as a practical 

matter, to merit any more than the 15-point maximum that VrDOE had assigned to it. Nor did 

USAC point out that the ineligible services were mostly unidentified bundled services, which the 
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vendors described simply in terms of a USAC-approved percentage of the total price, which was 

zero in one case, and 3% and 5%, respectively, in the other two. The other services reported as 

ineligible included a smattering of one-time, scru·t-up-related fees and some fees for training. 

Both in terms of cost and consequence, the ineligible services were relatively trivial, which is 

one of many reasons why this matter is so frustrating. 

Granted, the combined "cost" category raised a legitimate evidentiary concern. VIDOE 

does not dispute that and real izes now that it was a mistake to create its evaluation form that 

way. That said, an innocuous mistake like that one was never should have led to the loss of two 

years worth of badly needed E-rate funding. 

FACTS 

VIDOE applied for and, on October 7, 2013 , received a FY 20 13 funding commitment 

for webhosting services from Edline. So with its FY 2013 commitment in hand , VlDOE 

renewed its contract with Edline and, on March 26, 2014, applied again for webhosting services , 

this time for FY 2014. As USAC had already funded its FY 2013 webhosting contract with 

Edline, VIDOE had no reason even to suspect that there was anything "wrong" with it. 

Unfortunately, what VIDOE did not know at the time and could not possibly have predicted or 

even imagined was that USAC would eventually do the unthinkable - namely , pull the rug out 

from under two years worth of webhosting funding solely because of the way scoring for eligible 

and ineligible services had appeared on the webhosting proposal evaluation form for the original 

contract award. 

Jn May 2014, two months after VIDOE had filed its FY 2014 webhosting application, 

USAC began a selective review of VIDOE's FY 2013 E-rate applications. During the selective 

review, VIDOE provided the proposal evaluation form that it had used for webhosting services 

and all of its other procurement-related documents. 

On September 22, 2014, USAC decided to rescind VIOOE's FY 2013 webhosting funding 

commitment and, on September 24, 2014, decided to reject its follow-on request for FY 2014.3 

This, US AC explained, was because VIDOE's evaluation form for webhosting proposals had 

combined points for the cost of both eligible and ineligible services into one category. It was 

3 Exhibit C, USAC's Commitment Adjustment and Funding Commitment decisions. 
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totally irrelevant to USAC that the maximum number of points in the combined category was 45, 

reflecting exactly what the RFP had explained to vendors in terms of how their cost proposals 

would be scored - namely , 30 points for the cost of eligible services and 15 points for cost of 

ineligible services . 

USAC does not dispute that 30 points for the cost of eligible services was more points 

than any other factor. The on ly real problem USAC had was with VIDOE's documentation . 

Because the two cost categories had been combined on the evaluation fo rm, USAC could not be 

sure from the face of it how many points the VIDOE rev iewers had assigned to the cost of eligible 

services. USAC did not look to any other evidence to help clarify the matter. Instead , USAC 

relied entirely on the minor ambiguity created by the combined cost column in the evaluation 

form to leap to the conclusion that YIDOE fa iled to assign more weight to the price of eligible 

services than to any other factor. For that reason alone , USAC rescinded functing for one FRN 

and refused to fund the other. 

The Webhosting Services Procurement 

On December 17 , 2012, VIDOE posted a FCC Form 470 to the USAC website. Thus 

began VIDOE's webhosting services procurement process for FY 20 13. The entire process was 

fair and open and fo llowed the procurement ru les required by both the Commission and the 

Virgin Islands. There is no allegation to the contrary. Furthermore, as ctictated by the YIDOE 

RFP, 4 both eligible and ineligible services, to the extent there were any, were evaluated 

independently before being considered in one overall score for cost.5 

VIDOE received proposals from Sharp School, School in Sites, and Blackboard Engage.6 

To evaluate them, VIDOE fo rmed a six-person evaluation committee. The evaluation 

committee evaluated each proposal using the evaluation criteria set forth in the webhostjng RFP: 

qualificatjons (25 points), responsiveness ( 15 points), experience ( I 0 points), references (5 

points), and cost (45 total points with 15 points for any ineligible costs and 30 points for the cost 

4 Exhibit D, section from VIDOE's webhosting services RFP explaining how proposals would be scored and listing the total 

potential points possible in each category. 

5 Exhibit E, proposal evaluation form prepared by VIDOE's w ebhosting proposal evaluation committee. 

6 Exhibit F, the three proposals VIDOE received. 
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of the e ligible goods and/or services).7 

The RFP included further clarifi cation to show how the point total would be reached . In 

the cost category, the cost of the eligible items was to account for 30 of the 45 points that could 

be awarded. The 30 points that VIDOE assigned to the cost of eli gible goods and/or services 

was more points than VIDOE had assigned to any other criterion and five points higher than the 

next closest one. T he evaluation form provided as part of the selective review response shows 

that VIDOE's evaluation committee evaluated and scored a ll three proposals in full accordance 

with the potential point to tals listed in the RFP. 

DISCUSSION 

Providing a single score for cost on the proposal evaluation form , after independently 

scoring the e ligible costs in the three proposals and the ineligible costs in the two proposals that 

included them, is not a competitive bidding violation. Here, the evaluation committee provided 

a cumulative score based on the scores of the ineligible and eligible products and services, which 

is exactly what the terms of the RFP required them to do. By applying the highest possible 

score to the cost of eligible products and services category, the evaluation committee followed 

the Commission's rules that apply to the scoring of competitive proposals. 

USA C's problem with VIDOE's procurement is narrow, isolated and wrong. It stems 

from the fact that the evaluation committee's scoring sheet combined the cost of el igible and 

ineligible services into one category. EspcciRlly here, where there is strong evidence to the 

contrary, that fact does not lead automatically and inexorably to the conclusion that the 

evaluation committee did not evaluate the cost of ineligible and e ligible services separate ly . 

Perhaps if VIDOE's RFP had not explained, explicitly, that the total points for the cost category 

would be 15 points fo r ineligible services plus 30 points for eli gible services, maybe then, and 

only then, USAC 's logic would have been supportable. It certainl y was not in this instance. 

We cannot understand why USAC ignored such a critical piece of evidence. We continue to 

wonder why USAC found it impossible to conclude that VIDOE's reviewers did what the RFP 

instructed them to do and , moreover, what VIDOE certified to USAC tl1ey actua lly did . In 

matters like these, USAC cannot demand 100% certainty on a particular issue as precondition to 

7 
See Exhibit D, RFP's scoring instructions, and Exhibit E, the committee's proposal evaluation form. 
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funding. It has no authority to do that, and of course it would be wrong to impose on any 

applicant an impossible evidentiary standard such as that. 

Here, USAC reached its conclusion by cherry picking the facts. When it saw that 

VIDOE's form only had one column on it for cost, it seized on that, and that was literally that. 

But what about the other relevant facts, the ones such as the evaluation information .in the RFP , 

which firmly supported VIDOE's insistence that its reviewers had evaluated and scored the cost 

of el igible and ineligible services separately -- as the RFP had instructed them to do? Below are 

important facts, none of which USAC considered: 

1. VlDOE's webhosting services RFP included a chart to inform vendors how VIDOE was 

going to evaluate their proposaJs.8 This explanation appeared on top of the chart: 

The following chart outlines the evaluation criteria and weight allowances: 

VIDOE's reviewers used this chart to guide them through the review process. This is how they 

knew what criteria to consider and how much weight to assign to each one. Below is the 

relevant excerpt from that chart, which speaks for itself: 

5. COST 45 

A.) Cost of Eligible Items and Implementing Solution 30 

B.) Cost of lneligible Items and Implementing Solution 15 

2. Local procurement rules require each member of the VJDOE evaluation committee to evaluate 

the proposals received in response to VlDOE's RFP exactly as the RFP stated those proposals 

would be reviewed. Therefore, any member of the review committee who decided to 

evaluate the cost of eligible and ineligible services together and to assign only one score for 

both would have violated local procurement law. There is no evidence whatsoever, and 

absolutely no reason to believe, that any member of the committee decided to do that. 

3. The three webbosting proposals were 100% eligible, 97% eligible, and 95% eligible, 

8 See Exhibit D. 
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respectively . To the extent that there were other inel igible costs attached to the proposaJs, 

they were relatively small amounts and either for one-time fees or training. What this means 

and why it is important is that it shows how extraordinarily insignificant ineligible services 

were as a factor in this procurement. It would have made no sense, therefore, for the 

reviewers to assign more points to the cost of ineligible services than the .15 points that the 

RFP said they could. Moreover, it would have made even less sense, if that's possible, for 

the reviewers to place their jobs in jeopardy by deciding to alter the terms of the RFP 

themselves by assigning more than 15 points to costs that were of such little consequence. 

What is clearly evident, when all the facts are considered, is that VIDOE did not violate 

any program rules by awarding its webhosting contract to Edline. It held a fair and open 

competitive bidding process. All bids it received were evaluated, and evaluated fairly. The 

evaluation committee evaluated eligible and ineligible items separately, before providing a 

cumulative score, as the RFP and local procurement rules requ ired. Contrary to USAC's 

conclusion, the price of e ligible services was the highest weighted factor in the evaluation. 

Therefore, USAC's decision should be reversed. 

REQUEST FOR WAIVER 

Alternatively, YIDOE respectfully req uests that the Commission waive its rules and 

instruct USAC to fund VJDOE's request for webhosting services for FY 2013 and FY 2014. 

The Commission may waive any provision of its rules on its own motion and for good 

cause shown.9 A rule may be waived where the particular facts make strict compliance 

inconsistent with the public interest.'0 In addition, the Commission may take into account 

considerations of hardship, equity , or more effective implementation of overall policy on an 

individual basis. 11 ln sum, waiver is appropriate if special circumstances warrant a deviation 

from the general rule, and such deviation wou ld better serve the public interest than strict 

adherence to the general rule. 12 

9 447 C.F.R. §1.3. 
10 Northeast Cellular Telephone Co. v. FCC, 897 F.2d 1164, 1166 (D.C. Cir. 1990) (Northeast Cellular). 

11 WAIT Radio v. FCC, 418 F.2d 1153, 1157, (D.C. Cir. 1969), affirmed by WAIT Radio v. FCC, 459 F.2d 

1203 (D.C. Cir. 1972). 
12 Northeast Cellular, 897 F.2d at 1166. 
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VIDOE serves a large population of students from impoverished families (note that every 

school in the VIDOE consortium application receives a 90% E-rate discount rate because of the 

poor economic conditions that are prevalent in the Virgin Tslands). These students are the ones 

who the E-rate program is supposed to ensure do not get left behind. As the day-to-day steward 

of the E-rate program, USAC should not be pun ishing them for the way information wound up 

getting reported on a proposal evaluation form . For VlDOE, every single dollar is important, 

and of course funding for technology is critkal. 

Except for one mistake on its webhosting services evaluation form, which the record 

shows had very little significance so far as the overall procurement was concerned, VIDOE 

conducted its webhosting procurement in full compliance with the rules, both local and E-rate. 

There was no allegation that the procurement was anything but open and fair or that VIDOE 

knowingly violated any rule. And if in fact there was a rule violation, it was anything but 

clear-cut. Furthermore and insofar as equity is concerned, it is important to note that VIDOE 

renewed its contract with Edline and applied for FY 2014 webhosti ng fuudjng after USAC had 

funded its identical FY 20 13 request and before USAC began its selective review of VIDOE's 

FY 20 13 applications. In these circumstances, deviation from the general rule would most 

certainly better serve the public interest. Therefore, waiver is appropriate . 

CONCLUSION 

For a ll of the reasons set forth and discussed above and in its USAC Letter of Appeal, 

YIDOE respectfully requests that the Commission reverse USAC's decision to deny funding for 

not using the cost of e ligible goods and/or services as the highest weighed factor in the bid 

evaluation process and direct USAC to fu ll y reinstate and fund Funding Requests 2532405 and 

2703615. Alternatively, VJ DOE respectfully requests that the Commission reach the same 

resu lt by granting a waiver. 

Cli~ 'on Stapleton, Ph.D. IT Director 
Yi gin Islands Department of Education 

1834 Kongens Gade 
St. Thomas, VI 00802 

(340) 774-0100 
cstaplcton(a doe .vi 
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EXHIBIT A 

USAC's Decisions on Appeal 



USA Universal Service Administrative Company 
Schools & Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2014-2015 

January 28, 2015 

Dr. Clinton Stapleton, Ph.D. 
Virgin Islands Department of Education 
1834 Kongens Gade 
St Thomas, VI 00802 

Re: Applicant Name: 
Billed Entity Number: 
Fonn 471 Application Number: 
Funding Request Number(s): 
Your Correspondence Dated: 

V.l. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATlON 
154494 
990686 
2703615 
November 21, 2014 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
decision in regard to your appeal of USA C's Funding Year 2014 Funding Commitment 
Decision Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter explains the 
basis of USA C's decision. The date of this letter begins the 60 day time period for 
appealing this decision. If your Letter of Appeal included more than one Application 
Number, please note that you wil I receive a separate letter for each application. 

Funding Request Number(s): 
Decision on Appeal: 
Explanation: 

2703615 
Denied 

• FCC rules require that, in order to determine the most cost effective provider, that 
the price of the e ligible goods nnd services must be weighted the most heavily in 
your bid evaluation. In your Request for Proposal, the cost component was a total 
of 45 points with separate points for cost of eligible items (30 points) and cost of 
ineligible items ( 15 points). However, during the bid evaluation process, you 
combined the scores of both e ligible and ineligible products/services and 
evaluated as the overall cost. Since the price of the eligible goods and services 
alone was not weighted the greatest. you violated the competitjve bidding rules or 
the Program. Because you included the cost of ineligible products and services in 
your evaluation or the price or each proposal, funding was denied. You have not 
demonstrated on appeal that USAC's determination was incon-ect. Consequently, 
USA.C denies your appeal. 

100 South ktl\:r~on Roacl. l'.O llo" 902. Whippany. Ne\\ krscy 07981 
V1~i1 II~ on line at: WWW USl:IC orgl.tj! 



• FCC rules require that applicants select the most cost-effoctive products and/or 
services offering with price being the primary factor. Applicants may take other 
factors into consideration, but in selecting the winning bid, price musl be given 
more weight than any other single factor. See 47 C.F.R. sec. 54.511 (a)~ also, 
Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by 
Ysleta Independent School District, El Paso, Texas, et al., Federal-State Joint 
Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of Directors of the National 
Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., SLD Nos. 321479, et al., CC Docket Nos. 
96-45, 97-21 , Order, 18 FCC Red 26407, 26429, FCC 03-313 para. 50 (reL Dec. 
8, 2003 ). Ineligible products and services may not be factored into the cost
effective evaluation. See Common Carrier Bureau Reiterates Services Eligible for 
Discounts to Schools and Libraries, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice, 13 FCC 
Red 16570, DA 98- t 1 J 0 (rel. Jun. 11, 1998). 

Since your appeal was denied in full, dismissed or cancelled, you may file an appeal with 
the FCC. Your appeal must be postmarked within 60 days of the date on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. You 
should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. If you 
c:ire submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further infonnation and opt.ions 
for filing an appeal directly with the FCC can be found under the Reference 
Area/" Appeals" of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting the Client 
Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during the appeal 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Administrative Company 

100 Sotith .ldft:r:mn Road. l'.0. Box 902. Whipp:111~. Ne" .lcr:scy 07981 
Visi1 us unlinc at: www usac.org/sV 



Verlyne Jolley 
Funds for Learning 
2575 Kelley Pointe Pkwy 
Suite 200 
Edmond, OK 730 13 

Billed Entity Number: 154494 
Form 471 Application Number: 990686 
Form 486 Application Number: 



Universal Service Administrative Company 
Schools & Libraries Division 

Administrator's Decision on Appeal - Funding Year 2013-2014 

January 29, 2015 

Dr. Clinton Stapleton, Ph.D. 
Virgin Islands Department of Education 
1834 Kongens Gade 
St Thomas, VI 00802 

Re: Applicant Name: 
Billed Entity Number: 
Form 471 Application N umber; 
Funding Request Numbcr(s): 
Your Correspondence Dated: 

V.1. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
154494 
927508 
2532405 
November 21, 20 14 

After thorough review and investigation of all relevant facts, the Schools and Libraries 
Division (SLD) of the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) has made its 
deci sion in regard to your appeal ofUSAC's Funding Year 2013 Notification of 
Commitment Adjustment Letter for the Application Number indicated above. This letter 
explains the basis ofUSAC"s decision. The da te of this letter begins the 60 day time 
period for appealing this decision. If your Letter of Appeal included more than one 
Application Number, please note that you will receive a separate letter for each 
application. 

Funding Request Numbcr( s): 
Decision on Appeal: 
Explanation: 

2532405 
Denied 

• Afler multiple requests for documentation and application review, USAC 
detem1ined to rescind the funds approved on the above listed funding request in 
full. The price or digible products and services was not the primary factor in the 
vendor selection process. This determination was based on the vendor selection 
documentation provided by the applicant. The applicant separated the scores of 
the cost between clig.ibk and ineligible products and services. However, during 
the bid evaluation process. applicant combined the scores of both eligible and 
ineligible products/services and evaluared as the overall cost. Since the price of 
the eligible goods and services alone was not weighted the greatest, applicant 
violated the competitive bidding rules of the Program. FCC rules require that 
applicants sdcct the mos! cost-effective product and/or service offering with price 
being the prinrnry factor in the vendor selection process. Applicants may take 

100 South Jefferson l~ o~d. P.O. Ben:')()'.!. Whipp:my. New Jersc~ 07981 
Vbi1 u~ t1nlinc al: www.usac.org/sl/ 
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other factors into consideration, but in selecting the winning bid, price must be 
given more weight than any other single factor. Ineligible products and services 
may not be factored into the cost-effective evaluation. Since price was not the 
primary factor in the vendor selection process, the commitmenl has been 
rescinded in full and USAC will seek recovery of any improperly disbursed funds 
from the applicant. You have not demonstrated on appeal that USAC's 
determination was incorrect. Consequently, USAC denies your appeal. 

• FCC rules require that applicants select the most cost-effective products and/or 
services offering with price being the primary factor. Applicants may take other 
factors into consideration, but in selecting the winning bid, price must be given 
more weight than any other single factor. See 47 C. F.R. sec. 54.51 l(a); also, 
Request for Review of the Decision of the Universal Service Administrator by 
Ysleta l·ndependent School District, El Paso, Texas, et al., Federal-State Joint 
Board on Universal Service, Changes to the Board of Directors of the National 
Exchange Carrier Association, Inc., SLD Nos. 321479, et al. , CC Docket Nos. 
96-45, 97-21, Order, 18 FCC Red 26407, 26429, fCC 03-313 para. 50 (rel. Dec. 
8, 2003). Ineligible products and services may not be factored into the cost
effective evaluation. See Common Carrier Bureau Reiterates Services Eligible for 
Discounts to Schools and Libraries, CC Docket No. 96-45, Public Notice, 13 FCC 
Red 16570, DA 98-1 110 (rel. Jun. 11, 1998). 

Since your appeal was denied in full , dismissed or caned led, you may file an appeal with 
the FCC. Your appeal .must be postmarked within 60 days of the dale on this letter. 
Failure to meet this requirement will result in automatic dismissal of your appeal. You 
should refer to CC Docket No. 02-6 on the first page of your appeal to the FCC. lf you 
are submitting your appeal via United States Postal Service, send to: FCC, Office of the 
Secretary, 445 12th Street SW, Washington, DC 20554. Further information and options 
for fi ling an appeal directly with the FCC can be found under the Reference 
Area/" Appeals" of the SLD section of the USAC website or by contacting the Client 
Service Bureau. We strongly recommend that you use the electronic filing options. 

We thank you for your continued support, patience and cooperation during lhe appeal 
process. 

Schools and Libraries Division 
lJniversal Service Administrative Company 

I 00 Sou1h Jefferson Road. P.O. Box 902. Whippm1y. ~cw kr:;c~· 0798 I 
Vi~it u~ Online at: w1.vw.11sac.orglsll 



Verlyne Jolley 
Funds for Learning 
2575 Kelley Point Parkway 
Suite 200 
Edmund, OK 73013 

Billed Entity Number: l 54494 
Fom1471 AppJication Number: 927508 
Form 486 Application Number: 



EXHIBIT B 

VIDOE's Letter of Appeal to USAC 



November 21, 2014 

yia e-mail: aweals@sl.universalservice.org 
Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division - Correspondence Unit 
30 Lanidex Plaza West 
PO Box 685 
Parsippany, NJ 07054-0685 

LETTER OF APPEAL 
Edline Procurement Decision 

Applicant: 
Entity Number: 

Funding Year: 
Form 4 71 Application #: 

FRN Numbers: 
USAC Decision: 

Virgin Islands Department of Education 
154494 
2013 and 2014 
927508 and 990686 
2532405 and 2703615 
September 22, 2014 (FY13 COMAD) 
September 24, 2014(FY14 FCDL) 

On behalf of the Virgin Islands Department of Education ("VIDE"), the undersigned 

hereby appeals the decision of the Universal Service Administrative Company 

("USAC") that the bid evaluation process failed to consider cost of the eligible goods 

as the highest weighted factor. 

As a result of this incorrect assumption, VIDE has now received a Notification of 

Commitment Adjustment for the FY2013 funding request with Ed line and was 

denied funding in 2014 for this same service as welJ.l 

1 Copies of the Notification ofConunitment Adjustment and the 2014 Funding Request Decision Letter are 
attached as Exhibit A. 
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FACTS AND DISCUSSION 

In May 2014, VIDE received and responded to a Selective Review for Funding Year 

2014. As part of the review, the bid evaluations for webhosting services with Edline 

were provided.z This service was put out for bid and procured for Funding Year 

2013. After selecting Edline as the service provider, Edline and VIDE signed a one 

year contract with 2 voluntary one-year extensions and a request for service was 

included on the 2013 Form 471 Application #927508. As the 2014 Form 471 

application was prepared, VIDE exercised one of the voluntary extensions and 

included this request on Form 471Application#990686. 

When VIDOE conducted the bid evaluation process for FY2013, VIDOE conducted a 

fair and open bidding process, following the procurement guideline's set forth by 

the Universal Service Administrative Company (USAC) and the Virgin Islands. 

Furthermore, as dictated by the VIDOE request for proposal (RFP), both eligible and 

ineligible services were evaluated independently before being considered in one 

overall score for cost. Finally, cost of eligible service was the highest weighted and 

primary evaluating factor in the VIDOE's evaluation, and it memorialized and 

selected the most cost-effective solution. 3 

FCC Form 470 number 302930001077782 was posted to the USAC website and 

certified on December 17, 2012. This form opened the procurement for webhosting 

services for the VIDOE. In accordance with USAC guidance, VIDOE waited at least 28 

days from that date before closing the competitive bidding process. 

During the mandatory 28 day window, the VIDOE received three bids for 

webhosting services. The bids received were from Sharp School, School in Sites, and 

Blackboard. 

2 For ease of reference, see Exhibit B for copies of the bid evaluation information provided as part of the 
SRIR response. 
3 See Exhibit C for a copy of the language from the RFP providing how bids would be scored and a list of 
the total potential points possible by category. 
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Upon completion of the mandatory 28 day window, the three bids were evaluated 

by six individuals (evaluation committee) within the VIDOE. The evaluation 

committee evaluated the bids using the evaluation criteria found in the RFP for this 

service: qualifications (25 points), responsiveness (15 points), experience (10 

points), references (5 points), and cost (45 total points with 15 points for any 

ineligible costs and 30 points for the cost of the eligible goods and/or services). All 

the criteria areas, but references, were further clarified in the RFP to show how the 

point total would be reached. In the cost category, the cost of the eligible items 

accounted for 30 of the 45 points that could be awarded. In fact, the 30 possible 

points for cost of the eligible goods and/ or services provided the potential for more 

points than any of the criteria listed in the RFP. This clearly demonstrates that cost 

of the eligible service was given the highest consideration and is in compliance with 

USAC rules. In addition, the overall evaluation sheets provided as part of the SRIR 

response, show that the bids received were evaluated and scored in compliance 

with the potential point totals listed in the RFP. 

The evaluation committee, did evaluate both the eligible and ineligible costs 

associated with the services as outlined within the RFP. The Department based the 

overall cost score on the evaluations of these two separate items, giving the cost of 

eligible items the higher weight between the two. 

Providing a singular, cumulative score on the vendor evaluation after independently 

scoring the ineligible and eligible c-0sts is not a competitive bid violation in the 

current situation. Since the evaluation committee provided a cumulative score, 

based on the scores of the ineligible and eligible products and services, they abided 

by the terms presented in the RFP. By applying the highest possible score to the 

eligible products and services, the evaluation committee followed the bidding rules 

set forth by USAC. At no time during the procurement process did the VIDOE violate 

any local procurement or USAC rules. 

- 3 -



When all the facts are clearly s tated and considered, the Virgin Is lands Department 

of Education is not in violation of any rul es at the local or program level. It held a 

fair and open competitive bidding process. All bids received were evaluated. The 

evaluation committee evaluated eligible and ineligible items separately, before 

providing a cumulative score in accordance with local procurement guidel ines and 

the respective RFP. Price of eligible services was the highest weighted factor in the 

evaluation. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION REQUESTED 

The Virgin Is lands Department of Education respectfully asks that the decision to 

deny funding for not using the cost of the eligible goods and/or services as the 

highest weighed factor in t he bid evaluation process be reversed. Further, VrDE 

respectfully requests that Funding Requests 2532405 and 2703615 be fully 

reinstated for funding. 

IT Director 
Virgin Is lands Department of Education 
(340) 774-0 I 00 

.a_t~ 
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Exhibit A 
FY2013 the Notification of Commitment Adjustment 

FY2014 Funding Request Decision Letter 
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Schools and Libraries Divi sion 

Noti.fi.ca tJ.on 0£ Coinmitment Adjustment Lett er 

Funding Year 20l3: July l, 201 3 ~ J\Jlle 3 0, 2014 

September 22, 2014 

Clinton StOl,t>lgton, Ph .D . 
V.I. DEPAil'l'MP!NT OF EDUCATION 
163 ~ KONGENS GADE 
ST ~ROMAS, VI 00802 6746 

Ro: Form 171 Jlpplication Nurober: 
F\lT1dinq Yeax-: 

Appli cant' s Form Identifi er : 
ni.llGd Entity Nlllllber ' 

FCC Registration Namber: 
Sl?IN: 

Service Provider Name: 
Service Provider Contact Per son: 

9 275 08 
2013 
v:r13-4710l 

154494 
0013051270 
1'13027282 
Edl ine, LLC 

K.riiJtian Giary 

Our rout.ine re•1iew of Schools and Librc1ries Progra m (Progr am ) fundi ng •.:ommit ments 
has r e vea led c e rtai n applications where funds wer e committed in violation of 
Program rules. 

In order to b~ sure t ha t no funds a re use d i n v.iolation of Program rul es, the 
Universal Service Administrativ~ Compa ny (USAC) must now adjust your overal l 
fundi ng c ommitmen t. The purpose of this letter is to make the r equired 
adjustments to your f unding commitm\mt, and t.o gi ve you -)n opport unity to appeal 
thi s decision. USAC has d~ccrminecl t he appl i cant is responsi ble fo r a ll or some 
of the v i olat i ons. The re f ore, t he appltc ant is responsible to repay all or some 
of the funds di sbursed i n ".l t:ror (i f any). 

'this i s NOT a bill . I f r~t;overy of disbursed f und s i s rr,quired, the next step in 
t he recovery process i s f or OCAC to i s sue you a Deman d Payment Letter. Th~ 
bal anc e o f t he deb t will b e r.iut.1 ~Ji th in 30 days of tha t letter. F.:iilure t o pay the 
debt within 30 d<iys from the dat e <} f the Demand Payment :..et ter could r&sult in 
in t erest, l a te paymer1l fe?.s , ddmini3trativ•? charge~ and imple m.::.:nt<1tion of t he " Red 
Lig))t Rule.'" The FCC' s Red Light Rul F: req ui r es USAC t o dioml..ss pending FCC For m 
471 appl i cations i f th<: ent.it.y respons.iblP. f or paying t he out sta ndi ng deb t has not; 
pa i d t he debt, or ot-. h~r"li~ c m.sdc sc1tisf,~ctory arran9emP.nts to pay the debt wit.bin 
30 days of the not:icP. p rovide-:! bi' fJSAC . F<>r more in f ormation on the Re~ Lic:ih t. 
Rule, please seo:: "Red Li1Jh t t-r F,qucntly Asked Quest ion s (fAQs)" post ed on the FCC 
websi t e a t http: I hiww. f ee. . go•1/debt __ collec \:i on/ f aq. html . 

: ! ... . : .. 
' •I ' 

. . ~·. 
., 



TO APPEAL Tll I S lJEC!SJON: 

If you wish t o <ipp.::ul l:he Commitment: Ad justment Dec1sion indicated i n t.his let t er 
to USAC. your appeal must bf: recei•1 ... -:i oi: pe>t>tmarl:~d wi thin 60 days o.I: the date of 
thi:. letter . Fail ui:e to rneer. this r equi reme nt wi ll i:esult in automatic di s mis sal 
of your appeal. lo your lettec of uppeal : 

1 . I nclude t he name>, odd ress, tE: l "<phone number , fax nur.iber, and emai l address (if 
available} for the person who can mos t. r.:>adily discuss this appeal wit.h us . 

2. State outri9ht tloat your letter is d fl app<:.,l. Identify the date of the 
Notifico.tion of Commi tment Adj ustm~nt Letter and the ffllnd ing Request Numbe r(s) 
(FRNsl you ui:e appealing . i'our le tt~r of <ippeal must include the 
• Billeo Entity Name, 
• form 471 Appli cation Numb~r , 

• Billed Entity Humber , and 
• i.:'CC Regist rati on Number {FCC RN} fro1C\ t.he top of your le t ter. 

3. When explaining your appeal , co py the l a nguage or te~t f rom the Notification o f 
Commitment Adjus tment Lette.r that is the s lib ject of your appeal to allow USAC to 
more readily unde rstand your appeal a nd res pond appropriately . Please keep your 
letter. t o the poi nt, and provi de documentation to support you r appeal . Be ~ure to 
keep a copy of you-c Rnt j.rc appe.:il including any co.i: r espondence and dor.:umentot i on. 

4. If you are <in applican t , please provide a copy of ycur appeal t o the ser•Jice 
provider(s) a ffected by OSA~ 's decision . I f you are a se rvi ce p rovider, pleas e 
provioe a copy of your appFE!.l to t he applicant (sJ affected by \JSAC' s decision . 

5. Provi de a n author ized s ignatur e on your l e tter of appea l . 

~le s txongly recommend tha t 'JOU use one of t he electronic fi lS. ng op t ions. To submit 
youi: appeal to USAC by em~il, email your appeal to ~ppeals@sl.universalservice.org 
o r sul>mit your appeal electronically by u~ i ng the "Submit a Question" feature on 
the USAC website . OSAC will automc'ltically reply to incoming emails t o confirm 
recoipt. 

To submi t your appeal to U3 by fax, fax your appeal t o (973J 599- 6542. 

'ro submi t your dppr;1al to U!l on pap~r, s<.!ncl your ,oppc.ll. t.o: 

Le tter of 8ppe~l 
Schools i:lnd Librar.i o::: D.ivi!'ion - Correspondenc e Uni t 
30 Lanidex l? la::a Wes t 
F!O Box 685 
Parsippony, »J 07054 - 0685 

For more inform~tion on submit 1~ing an app~al t o USAC, pl ease 1;eq "Appeals" in the 
"School s and Li bra r i<::s " sei: t ion of t,he USA(; webs i tr: . 

.. : .. . . ·; : ·~ : . 

..... _,,_ .. ...... - - - ----- - - -----



FONDHlG COMMITMENT AOJUS'IMEtl'C' RE:POP.'f 

On the pilgea fol lowing thi s ll\lt ter , wi:: h.,ve provir.led a Fundi.ng Commitment 
Adju:itment Report. IR€po.rtl for the Form 471 application cited above. The 
enclosed Report incl udes the fundin9 Request Number(s} from your appl ication for 
which adjustments .::ire nece$SClry, S<?e th~ "Guide to US/>.C Letter Repo.cts" posted 
at http: //l1scilc.or9/sl/tools/reference/9uide-usac- letter-reports. a spx for mo'e 
informa tion on edch of the fie lds in the Report.. USAC is a lso sending this 
information to your sarvic~ providP.r(s) for informational purposes. If USAC has 
determined the service provider i s also responsible for any rule viol~tion on the 
FRN(s), a separate letter will be sent to the service provider detailing the 
necessary service provider action. 

Note that if the funds Disbursed to Date .imount is less t han t he Adjusted Funding 
Commitment am')unt, IJSAC will c ontinue t o process proper l y filed invoices up to 
the Adjusted funding Ccnunitment amount. Revie w the Funding Commitment Adjustment 
Explanat ion in the attached Report for an e~planation of t he reduction to the 
commitm~nt(sJ. Ple~9e ensure tha~ any invoicc3 that you or your service 
provider (s) submit s to USAC are cons istent ~•ith Program rules as indicated in the 
Funding Commitm<>nt Adjustment B>:planation. !f the Funds Disbursed to Date amount 
esceeds your Adju~ted Funding Corrunitment amount, USAC will have to recover some 
or all of the disbursed funds . The Report explains the e:{act amount (if any) the 
applicant. is r•~:;pons ible for rep.;sy11u3. 

Schools and Libraries Oivisjon 
Universal Se.rvia13s A.i:lmin1st.rat.ive <:ompany 

cc: Kr istian Gary 
Edllne, LLC 

- -------- -·········"·····-·· 
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FUnding ColXlllli t:ment Adj.us tmen t Raport £or 
Form 471 llpplioat.ion Number~ 927509 

funding i',eque:st Number: 

r;ervices Ord'=ln ::d: 

SPI N: 

ServicQ Provider Nam~: 
Contract Nurnb':lr; 

Billing Account uumbi~r: 

Site Iden ti fie.c 

Original F'unding Commitment: 
Cammi tmP.n t: Adj 1ist:111ent Amount: 

Adjusted funding Ccnuni t111en1:: 

Funds Oisbursr::d to D<•te 
Funds to b~ Recovered from Applicant: 
Fundi.ng Commitment Adjustment E.xploination: 

2532405 

INTERNE'l' ACCESS 

14302728'.< 

Edline , LLC 

src-ooe-TERR- 2013-011 

154 4 9d. 

536, 987. 30 

$36, 991. 30 

so.oo 
$0.00 
$0.00 

After multipll,! requests tor documentation and application r eview, it has been 
determined that this funding commitment must b~ rescinded in full. The price of 
eligible prod~cts and servjces was not the primary factor in the vendor selection 
process. Thi$ determination was b~sed on the vendor selection documentation 
provided by the applicant. The applicant separated the scor e s of the cost between 
eligible und ineligible prod11ct:s and services. However, during the bid evaluation 
process, applicant combined the scores of both eligible ~nd inel igible 
proctucts/ser'l.i.CF.lS and evaluated as t he overall cost. Since the price of the 
e l igible goods and services alone was not weightod the qreatest, applicant violateo 
the competitive b i ddi og r u les of the Program. FCC r ul es require that applicants 
select t he most. cost-effecti~e product and/or ser•Jice offering wit h price being t.he 
pr imary f actor in the vendor selection process. Applicants may take other factors 
into consider~ t. ion, but i n selecting the ~innin9 bid, price must be given more 
weight than any other single factor. Ineligible products and ser'Jices may not be 
facto red into t.he cost-effective evalutition. Since p rice was not the primary 
f.octar i n the v<.1ndor selection process, th~ commitment has be•m rescinded in full 
and USAC will seFJk recovery of any improperly disbursed funds frorn the applicant. 

J 
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USAC ' 
Schools and Libraries Division 

FUNDING COMMI TMUT DECISION LETTER 
(Funding Year 2014: 07/01/2014 - 06/30/ 2015) 

September 24 , 2014 

Clinton Stapleton, Ph .D. 
V. I. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
1834 KONGENS GADE 
ST THOMAS , VI 00802-6746 

Re: FCC For m 471 Application Nwabe r : 990686 
Billed Ent i t y Number (BEN): 154494 
Billed Entity FCC Registration lfwaber (FCC RH) : 
Applicant's For m Identifier: VI14-4 7101 

0013057278 

Thank you f or your Funding Year 2014 application for Universal Service Support and for 
any ass i stance y ou prov ided throughout our review. The current s t atus of the funding 
request(s ) in the FCC For11 471 application cited above and featur ed in t h e Funding 
Commit ment Report(s) (Report) at the end of t h is letter is as follows. 

- The amount, $2,423,305.30 i s "Approved." 
- The amount , $36 , 987 . 30 is "Deni ed. " 

Please refer to the Report followin~ this l etter for specific funding request 
decisions and explanations . The Universal Service Admi nistrative Company (USAC) is also 
sending this i nf ormation to your servic e provider ( s) s o prepar ations c an begin tor 
implementing your approved disc ount ( s) after you fl.le FCC Form 486 , Receipt of Service 
Conf:trmation Farra . A ~ide that provi de s a definit ion fo r each line of t he Report 
is available in the Guide to USAC Letter Reports in t he Referenc e Area of ou r we bsite. 

NEXT STEPS 

- Work with your servic e provi der to determine if you will rece i ve discounted bi l ls or 
if you will request rei11burse11ent fro11 USAC after paying your bills in full. 

- Review technolO<JY planning approval requirements . 
Review Children s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) requirements. 

- File FCC Form 486. 
- Invoice USAC using the FCC Form 474 , Servi ce Provider Invoice (SPI) Form, or FCC Form 472, 

Billed Entity AJ?plicant Reimbursement (BEAR) Form, - as products and s ervices a re being 
delivered and billed. 

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION: 

If you wish to appeal a decision in t his l etter to USAC, your appeal 11ust be received 
by USAC or postmarked within 60 days of the date of this letter. Failur e to meet this 
requirement will result in auto11atic dismissal of your appeal. I n your letter of appeal : 

1. Include the name, addr ess , telephone number, fax number, and email add ress for the 
p erson who can most readily d iscuss t h is appeal with us. 

PJV8X100 IOOO?!i 000 /5020b80UOO 

Schooli. and L1brnm:i. D1vii,ion - Corrc!>pondcncc Unit 
JO Lanidc'< Plan Wei.I. PO Bo"< 685. Par-. ippan)'. NJ 07054.0085 

Vistt U!> onlim: ar: 11'\.1'11'.llllll" orx ,., 

~ 
& 



2. State outright that your letter is an appeal. Include t he following to identify the 
USAC decision letter (e.g., FCDL) and the decision you a r e appealing: 
- Appellant name , 
- Applicant name and service provider name , if different from appellant 1 

Applicant BEN and Service Provider Identification Number (SPIN), 
- FCC Form 471 Application Number 990686 and the Funding Request NUlllber (FRN) or 

Numbers as assigned by USAC, 
- "Funding Commitment Decision Letter for Funding Year 2014," AND 
- The exact text or the decision that you are appealing . 

3. Please keep your letter to the point , and provide documentation to support your 
a ppeal. Be sure to keep a copy of your entire appeal, including any correspondence 
and docunentation. 

4. If you are the applicant, please provide a copy of your appeal to the service 
provider(s) affected by USAC ' s decision. If you are the service provider, please 
provide a copy of your appeal to the appll.cant(s) affected by USAC' s decision. 

5. Provide an authorized signature on your letter of appeal. 

We strongly recommend that you use one of the electronic f iling options. To submit your 
appeal to USAC by e11ail, e11ail your appeal to appeals@sl. universalservice. or<pr submit your 
a~peal electronically by using the "Subnut a Question" feature on the USAC website. USAC 
will automatically reply to incoming emails to confirm receipt. 

To submit your appeal to USAC by fax, fax your appea l to (973) 599- 6542. 

To submit your appeal to USAC on paper , send your appeal to: 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libran.es Division - Correspondence Unit 
30 Lanidex Plaza West 
PO Box 685 
Parsippany , NJ 07054-0685 

For more information on submitting an appeal to USAC, please see "Appeals" in the Schools 
and Libraries section of the USAC website. 

OBLIGATION TO PAY NON- DISCOUNT PORTION 

Applicants are required to pa~ the non-discount portion of the cost of the products 
and/or services to their service provider(s). Ser vice providers are required to 
bill. applicants for the non-discount portion. The FCC stated that requiring 
applicants to pay their share ensures efficiency and accountability in the program. 
If USAC i s being billed via the FCC Form 474, the service provider must bill the 
applicant at the same time it bills USAC. If USAC is being billed via the FCC Form 
4 72, the applicant. pays the service provider in full (the non-discount plus 
discount portion) and then seeks reimbursement. from USAC. If you are using a 
trade-in as part of your non-discount. portion, please refer to Disposal or Tr ade-in 
of Equipment posted in the Reference Area of our website for more information. 

NOTICE ON RULES AND FUNDS AVAILABILITY 

Applicants' receipt of funding commitments is contingent on their compliance with all 
statutory, regulatory, and procedural require11ents of the Schools and Libraries Program. 
Applicants who have received funding com11it.ments continue to be subject to audits and 
other reviews that USAC and/or the FCC may undertake periodically to assure that funds 
that have been committed are being used in accordance with all such requirements . USAC 
may be required to reduce or cancel funding commitments that were not issued in 
accordance with such requirements , whether due to action or inaction, including but not 
limited to that by USAC, the applicant. , or the service provider. USAC , and other 
appropriate authorities (includ i ng but not liruted to the FCC), may pursue enforc ement 
actions and other means of recourse to collect improperly disbursed funds. The timing 
of payment. of invoices may also be affected by the availability of funds based on the 
amount of funds collected from contributing telecommunications companies. 

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 2 of 7 09/24/ 2014 
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Schools and Libraries Division 
Universal Service Adrlinistrative Company 
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FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
Billed Entity rfame: v. I. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BEN: 154494 
Funding Year: 2014 

Comment on RAL corrections : The applicant did not s ubmit any RAL corrections . 

FCC Form 4 71 Appll.cati.on Number: 990686 
Funding Request Number: 2703613 
Funding Status : Funded 
Category of Service : TelecommunicationsService 
FCC Form 470 Apph.cation Number: 991600001174368 
SPIN : 143025240 
Service Provider Name: AT&T Mobility 
Contract Number : MTM 
Billing Account Number: 287004 751669 
Multiple Billing Account Numbers: Y 
Service Start Date : 07 / 01/2014 
Service End Date: 06 / 30/2015 
Contract Award Date: N/A 
Contract Expiration Date: N/A 
Shared Worksheet Number: 1730706 
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $41, 294. 40 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $. 00 
Pre-discount Amount : $41 , 294. 40 
Discount Percentage Approved by the USAC: 90% 
Funding Conuutment Decision: $37 , 164. 96 - FRN approved as submitted 

FCDL Date : 09 / 24/201 4 
Wave Nullber : C>20 
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2015 
Consultant Na11e: Funds for Learning 
Consultant Registration Number (CRH ) : 16024808 
Consultant E11ployer : Funds for Learning 

FCDL/School s and Libraries Division/USAC 
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FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
Billed Entity Name : V. I. DEPARTMENT OE' EDUCATION 

BEN: 154494 
Funding Year: 2014 

Comment on RAL corrections: The applicant did not submit any RAL corrections. 

FCC Form 471 Application Numbe r: 990686 
Funding Request Nwtber : 2703614 
Funding Status: Funded 
Category of Service: Internet Access 
FCC Form 4 70 Application Nunber: 991600001174368 
SPIN : 143030495 
Service Provider Name : Broadband VI , LLC 
Contract Number: PC080DOE14 
Billing Account Number: N/A 
Multiple Billing Account Numbers: N 
Service Start Dat e: 07/ 01/2014 
Service End Date : N/ A 
Contract Award Date: 03/26/2014 
Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2016 
Shared Worksheet Number: 1 730706 
Number of Months Recur ring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $2 , 169, 912. 00 
A.nnual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $. 00 
Pre-discountAmount: $2 ,169,912.00 
Discount Percentage Approved by the USAC: 90% 
Funding Commitment Decision: $1, 952 , 920. 80 - FRN approved as subm1 tted 

FCDL Date : 09 / 24/ 2014 
Wave Number: 020 
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2015 
Consultant Name: Funds for Learning 
Consultant Registration Number (CRN): 16024808 
Consultant Employer: E'unds for Learning 

FCDL/ Schools and Libraries Division/ USAC 
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FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
Billed Entity Name: V .1. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BEN : 154494 
Funding Year: 2014 

Comment on RAL corrections : The applicant did not submit any RAL corrections. 

FCC Form 471 Application Number: 990686 
Funding Request Number : 2703615 
Funding Status : Not Funded 
Category of Service : Internet Access 
FCC Form 4 70 Application Number: 302930001077782 
SPIN : 143027282 
Service Provider Name : Edline , LLC 
Contract.Number: SFC-DOE-TERR-2013-011 
Billing Account Number: N/ A 
Multiple Billing Account Numbers: N 
Service Start Date: 07 / 01/2014 
Service End Date: N/ A 
Contract Award Date: 03/14 /2013 
Contract Expiration Date: 06/30/2015 
Shared Worksheet Number: 1730706 
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $. 00 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $t..l , 097. 00 
Pre-discount Amount: $4 1 , 097 . 00 
Discount Percentage Approved by the USAC: 90% 
Funding Co111I11itmentDecision : $0.00 - Cost Effectiveness 
Funding Commitment Dec ision Explanation: FCC rules require that , in order to 
determine the most cost effective provider , that the price of the eligible goods and 
services must be weighted the most heavily in your bid evaluation. In your Request 
for Proposal, the cost component was a total of 45 points with separate points for 
cost of eligible items (30 points) and cost of ineligible items (15 points). 
However, during the bid evaluation process, you cortbined the scores of both eligible 
and ineligible products / servicesand evaluated as the overall cost. Since the price 
of the eli~ible goods and services alone was not weighted the greatest, you violated 
t he competitive bidding rules of the Program . Because you included the cost of 
ineligible products and services in your evaluation of the price of each proposal, 
funding will be denied. 

FCDL Date: 09/ 24/ 201 4 
Wave Number: 020 
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2015 
Consultant Name : Funds for Learning 
Consultant Registration Number (CRN ) : 16024808 
Consultant Employer: Funds for Learning 

FCDL/Schools and Libraries Division/USAC Page 6 of 7 09/24/ 2014 
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FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 
Billed Entity Name : V. I. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

BEN: 154494 
Funding Year: 2014 

Comment on RAL corrections: The applicant did not submit any RAL corrections. 

FCC Form 4 71 Application Number: 990686 
Funding Request Number: 2703639 
Funding Status: Funded 
Category of Service: Telecol'lJOunicationsService 
FCC Form 470 Application Number: 991600001174368 
SPIN: 143002713 
Service Provider Name: Virgin Islands Telephone Corporation 
Contract Number : MTM 
Billing Account Humber : N/A 
Multiple Billing Account humbers: N 
Service Start Date: 07/ 01/2014 
Service End Date : 06/30/2015 
Contract Award Date: N/A. 
Contract Expiration Date : N/A 
Shared Worksheet Number: 1730706 
Number of Months Recurring Service Provided in Funding Year: 12 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Recurring Charges: $481,355. 04 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Charges: $. 00 
Pre-discountAmount: $481,355.04 
Discount Percentage Approved by the USAC: 90% 
Funding Commi t11ent Decision: $433, 219. 54 - FRN approved; modified by SLD 
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation : MRl: The FRN was modified from $49, 401.14 to 
$45 , 068 . 43 to agree with the applicant documentation. <> <> <> <> <> MR2: The a11ount of 
the funding request was changed from $45, 068. 43 to $40 112. 92 to remove the 
ineligible product and services: Maintenance Charges $3744. 49, Equip11ent Lease 
$922. 75, Equipment/ Labor Sales $226. 88, Cabling $25. 59, Non-Published Listing $28 . 60, 
and Additional Listing $7 . 20. 

FCDL Date: 09/24/2014 
Wave Number: 020 
Last Allowable Date for Delivery and Installation for Non-Recurring Services: 09/30/2015 
Consultant Name : Funds for Learning 
Consultant Registration Number (CRN): 16024808 
Consultant Employer: Funds for Learning 
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EVALUATORS 

Dr. Clinton Stapleton, 
IT Director 

Mr. Matt Hodge, 
Territorial Director, I 

Property & Procurement 

Sharon Richardson, 
Director, Parent I 

lnvolvment 

Or. Everett Ryan, 
Technology Coordinator I 

Mr. Vladimir Williams, 
IT Technology Technician 
Ms. Jeannine A. Bonelli, 

IT Program Manager 

TOTALS 

Sharp;Sc:hool' 

GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES VIRGIN ISLANDS 
- 0--

~EDUCATION 

WEBHOSTING SERVICES EVALUATION MATRIX 
Results of Evaluation Ratings by Evaluator and Vendor 

WEBHOSTING EVALUATION 
$«;hc>o,1 in Sit~s 

.<iui~~~ ~ ~· ~ ~· •Cllot 

18.8 11.3 7.5 3.8 I 12.S I 113 3.8 11.3 

18.8 I 11.3 I 8.8 I 3.8 I 33.8 ~ 1.t1:s , 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 

18.8 I 15 I 8.8 I 5 I 39.4 I {ff ] 15.6 I LS I 7.5 I 5 I 33.s I 

18.8 I 13.1 I 10 I 4.4 I 33.8 I 811/1. I 18.8 I 14.3 I 10 I s I 38.3 I 

25 15 10 3.8 22.5 71$llf J 18.8 I 15 I 7.5 I 3.8 I 33.8 I 

25 11.3 7.5 3.8 22.5 70\l. 12.5 ll.3 7.5 3.8 22.5 

125.2 77 52.6 24.6 174.5 4~;9 78.2 66.9 37.5 21.4 139.7 

~Al; 

.a~t 

iO 

76.9 

BM· 

78.9 

57;6 

343.7 
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Compliance: Proposers must comply with the Virgin Islands Department of Education's 
procurement process, federal and local requirements, as well as requirements as outlined in this 
RFP. 

The following chart outlines the evaluation criteria and weight allowances: 

RFP EVALUATION CRITERIA 

RFP No.: DOE-01..STT-2013 WEIGHT FACTOR 

1. QUALIFICATIONS 25 

A.) Current Business License and in Good Standing 5 
B.) Staff Available 5 

C.) Consultants 5 

D.) Highly Knowledgeable about E-Rate Policies and 
10 

Procedures 

2. RESPONSIVENESS ANO DEDICATION 15 

A.) Accuracy & Quality or Documentation 5 

B.) Quality of Written I Formal Presentation 5 

C.} Availability of Quality Equipment and Services 5 

3. EXPERIENCE 10 

A.) Satisfactory Design of Similar Project 5 

B.) Satisfactory Performance on Other Projects 5 

4. REFERENCES 5 

A.) Satisfactory Recommendations 5 

5. COST 45 

A.} Cost of Eligible Items and Implementing Solution 30 

B.) Cost of Ineligible Items and Implementing Solution 15 

TOTAL 100 

V. CONTRACTUAL REQUIREMENTS 

The selected provider will be required to enter into a Contract for Professional Services with 
V1DE. The contract shall be construed under the laws of the United States Virgin Islands. Any 
action or proceeding arising out of the contract shall be heard in the appropriate courts of the 
United States Virgin Islands. Any portion of the services including the entire contract may be 
terminated by VIDE at any time without cause upon agreed upon notice to the selected provider. 
When selected and before executing the contract, the selected provider !I!.Y.fil provide supporting 
documents, including: 

1. Current Business License issued to the legal name of record of the entity by the 
Government of the Virgin Islands, Department of Licensing and Consumer Affairs; OR a 
current copy of business license issued by state, city or county in which the foreign 
corporation is operating. 
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